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1. Introduction 
Quality management (QM) is used in many manufacturing and service firms (Boulter et 
al., 2013; Lee et al., 2009; Phan et al., 2011), including organizations in the tourist 
industry (Alonso-Almeida et al., 2012; Wilkins et al., 2007), as a way of improving 
performance and competitiveness. QM is a management system that includes a set of 
practices (e.g. people management, customer focus, information and analysis) for 
managing an organization. When organizations implement QM, they usually introduce 
changes in some organizational design characteristics (Aghasizadeh et al., 2012; Shea 
and Howell, 1998). This idea suggests that QM practices promote certain characteristics 
of organizational design. Organizational design is concerned with constructing and 
changing an organization’s structure in order to achieve the organization’s goals, and 
organizational structure defines how tasks are allocated, who reports to whom, and the 
formal coordinating mechanisms and patterns of interaction that will be followed 
(Robbins, 1990). Organizational design characteristics include specialization, 
decentralization, formalization, and link mechanisms, among others. 
The relationship between QM and competitive advantage has been analyzed in 
the academic literature but little has been written about the effects of QM on 





































competitive advantage, many studies have analyzed the positive effects of QM on cost 
(and efficiency) or on issues related to differentiation (e.g. image) but few studies have 
investigated the relationship between QM practices and competitive advantage arising 
from both cost and differentiation simultaneously. The few studies that have examined 
the relationship between QM and competitive advantage derived from both cost and 
differentiation have focused on manufacturing industry, and produced mixed results 
(Prajogo, 2007; Prajogo and Sohal, 2006; Zatzick et al., 2012). In relation to the effects 
of QM on organizational design characteristics, in the QM field, a number of scholars 
have argued that a supportive organizational structure is needed to enhance the 
effectiveness of QM implementation (Douglas and Judge, 2001; Shea and Howell, 
1998). The studies of organizational design characteristics that relate to the 
implementation of QM are not conclusive. Some scholars suggest that organic 
structures (e.g. high levels of decentralization, and low degree of specialization and 
formalization) are more appropriate for the successful implementation of QM (Jabnoun, 
2005; Tata and Prasad, 1998), while others describe organizations that implement QM 
in a completely mechanical way (high levels of centralization, formalization and 
specialization) (Clemmer, 1992). 
The results of these previous studies relating to the influence of QM on the 
characteristics of organizational design and the relationships between QM and both cost 
and differentiation competitive advantage are mixed. In addition, although we can find 
studies in the hotel industry examining the effects of QM on cost or differentiation 
levels (Nield and Kozak, 1999; Benavides-Chicón and Ortega, 2014), few studies has 
been conducted on the characteristics of organizational design (Tavitiyaman et al., 
2012) in the hotel industry. In addition, we have not found any study that analyses the 





































The present paper investigates the relationships between QM and competitive advantage 
in the case of hotels, and between QM and organizational design characteristics, in 
order to provide a better understanding of the extent to which QM practices promote 
certain characteristics of organizational design in hotels. It also examines how QM 
practices help hotels to improve competitive advantage. For hotel managers, it may be 
important to know the possible organizational changes that occur during the 
implementation of QM, because this knowledge may help them to be more successful in 
addressing such changes.  
The aim of this study is to examine the relationship between QM practices and 
organizational design characteristics, and between QM and competitive advantage. 
Additionally, the study analyzes which QM systems have more influence in these 
relationships, because QM comprises different practices that can influence each variable 
in a different way (organizational design characteristics and competitive advantage). 
Accordingly the research questions are: a) does QM drive the characteristics of 
organizational design? and b) does QM influence both cost and differentiation 
competitive advantage? The findings show that QM practices positively influence 
specialization, formalization, informal social relations and link mechanisms, and that 
QM practices have positive effects on both cost and differentiation competitive 
advantage. The contribution of this paper is to shed light on the effects of QM on 
organizational design and competitive advantage, extending knowledge that has been 
gathered about these issues in other sectors to the hotel industry. Moreover, it makes an 
important contribution by clarifying the relationships between these variables, 
supporting understanding that QM mainly predicts formalization and differentiation 





































appropriately, to balance formalization with others effects such as specialization and 
interdepartmental interactions. 
The study uses the partial least squares (PLS) approach to test these relationships 
in 350 hotels in Spain. In the international sphere, Spain is the second most important 
country in terms of income from international tourism, after the United States, and the 
third most important in terms of the number of international tourist arrivals, after France 
and the United States (UNWTO, 2014). The paper is structured as follows. First, the 
paper reviews the literature about QM and organizational design characteristics and 
about the relationship between QM and competitive advantage. Next, we describe the 
method used and the results based on the partial least squares approach to test these 
relationships in Spanish hotels. Finally, we present the discussion, conclusions, 
implications, limitations and future research. 
 
2. Literature review 
2.1. Quality management and organizational design 
Organizations implementing QM can introduce control activities (e.g. data analysis, 
process control) to reduce process variation and fulfill quality standards, increase the 
autonomy and learning of workers to ensure customer satisfaction (Jabnoun, 2005), and 
encourage teamwork and communication (Dean and Bowen, 1994). This indicates that 
QM practices may drive certain organizational design characteristics. However, studies 
on characteristics of organizational design in a QM context have found mixed results. 
Some studies have shown that organizational structures characterized by high levels of 
decentralization and low degree of specialization and formalization are most appropriate 





































organizations oriented towards QM have high levels of centralization, formalization and 
specialization (Brkic et al., 2011; Clemmer, 1992). 
 For example, according to Menon et al. (1997) specialization has been 
considered a barrier to group cohesion, and it has been found to lead to a lack of 
coordination and fragmented responsibility. Individuals who are over-specialized are 
driven to accomplish their specific task assignments and are not motivated to ensure that 
their outputs have synergistic effects on the overall quality goals of the organization. 
When employees develop only a few tasks, it is more difficult to develop QM practices, 
because QM requires that employees participate in teams and use quality techniques and 
tools to improve products/services, and this leads to a lower level of specialization 
(Germain and Spears, 1999). Specialized job specifications make it more difficult for 
individuals to assume responsibility for their own actions, hindering their freedom to act 
to reduce detected discrepancies between their actual performance and expected 
standards (Shea and Howell, 1998). In contrast with this, a low degree of specialization, 
in which jobs include several tasks rather than a single, low-level task, reduces 
fragmentation of jobs and generally results in higher quality work and greater customer 
satisfaction (Evans, 2011). 
Nevertheless, more specialization among employees can imply more knowledge, 
and consequently the organization is more receptive to dealing with quality related 
problems and more proactive in seeking solutions to problems (Brkic et al., 2011; 
Germain and Spears, 1999). This idea suggests that a higher level of specialization can 
allow employees to know better how to develop their tasks in order to accomplish them 
at a higher standard, with implications for the quality for their products or services, and 
can facilitate the rapid solution of customer problems and suggest ways to improve the 





































specialization, because employees are more expert in their respective areas, making it 
easier for workers to understand the purpose and importance of their work for the 
improvement of the quality of the product or service offered to the customers. 
Accordingly the following hypothesis is proposed: 
 
H1: The implementation of QM practices positively influences specialization. 
 
Decentralization means transferring part of the coordination and control from the 
top management to the employees, who assume responsibility for their task and commit 
to the quality objectives of the organization (Moreno-Luzón and Peris, 1998). Thus, the 
success of QM implementation can be ensured if responsibility for quality is extended 
to all employees and all departments in an organization (Kim et al., 2012) in order to 
control and identify quality problems and identify improvement actions to correct them 
(Germain and Spears, 1999). Decentralization provides employees with freedom and 
autonomy in decision-making and problem solving (Shea and Howell, 1998) which is 
needed to allow the workers to explore and experiment with creative ideas (Douglas and 
Judge, 2001). 
Organizations should focus on encouraging employees to be involved in quality 
efforts and to be motivated and empowered. This is because they can better understand 
the ways that products/services are designed and improved, and they may discover other 
ways that products/services could increase customer satisfaction (Kim et al., 2012). 
Decentralized decision making induces resource exchanges, mutual assistance, accurate 
communication and confidence among functional groups within an organization 





































 Accordingly, QM provides employees from all levels of the hierarchy with 
greater responsibility and it implies empowerment and decentralization, which enriches 
their work. Delegating, which is supported by the active commitment and participation 
of the organization’s members, contributes decisively to gaining a competitive 
advantage through quality and reduction in response times (Moreno-Luzón and Valls-
Pasola, 2011). Based on these ideas, we suggest the following hypothesis: 
 
H2: The implementation of QM practices positively influences decentralization. 
 
In relation to formalization, although initially we can think that rules and written 
procedures limit the free flow of information and stifle individual initiative, Germain 
and Spears (1999) point out that formalization should be seen as a mechanism that 
makes it possible to encode and transmit knowledge to facilitate QM. In a QM context, 
procedures are designed and written down in order to improve efficiency and regularity 
in the execution of processes. These serve as a guide for their execution. Therefore, the 
definition of procedures is a necessary requisite in the application of QM. In this way, 
formalization, the degree to which procedures, instructions and communications are 
formalized and written down (Khandwalla, 1977), increases considerably when QM 
practices are implemented. 
 Formalization generates discipline in the organizational context given that the 
members of the organization develop habits of systematic verification in relation to 
quality (Moreno-Luzón and Valls-Pasola, 2011). For example, employees know better 
how to develop and control their activities. Thus, methods, processes and procedures 
(formalization) are designed with the aim of reaching the expectations of external and 





































promote quality innovation and change. This is due to the fact that creating the 
necessary knowledge for innovation does not happen spontaneously; it needs to be 
stimulated in order to surface, and regulations can direct behaviour towards the desired 
goal (Moreno-Luzón and Valls-Pasola, 2011). For example, the application of quality 
techniques and tools to systematic problem-solving may encourage formalization (Shea 
and Howell, 1998). This leads to the formulation of the following hypothesis: 
 
H3: The implementation of QM practices positively influences formalization. 
 
Barriers to departmental interaction need to be removed in order for QM to 
operate successfully. Teams or other link mechanisms which concentrate on improving 
cross-functional interaction can favour QM (Mann and Kehoe, 1995; Menon et al., 
1997) and are critical issues for QM implementation (Dean and Bowen, 1994; Flynn et 
al., 1994; Tarí et al., 2007). Following the study of Menon et al. (1997) we consider 
two specific aspects of interdepartmental interactions: formal and informal direct 
contact among employees across departments. Formal interaction refers to the degree of 
use in the organization of different link mechanisms, like cross-functional teams. 
Informal interaction refers to informal social relations, that is, the extent to which 
informal information exchange between any organizational members occurs frequently. 
Lateral interaction in organizations may lead to unrestricted access to 
information and knowledge required for individuals to assess quality issues (Shea and 
Howell, 1998). Interactions between members of different areas of the company can 
provide ideas to improve products and/or identify innovative solutions to the problems 





































conform to the needs of customers. In this way, the information exchange between 
various departments may favor the development of QM practices (Menon et al., 1997). 
The literature on market orientation argues (e.g. Kohli and Jaworski, 1990) that 
interdepartmental interactions facilitate responsiveness to customers in terms of the 
quality of the entire marketing mix. Positive interdepartmental connectedness, by 
fostering greater esprit de corps, allows for early and quick exchange of customer and 
market information. This is made possible because employees across departments use 
direct formal and informal ties to discuss and solve project-related issues. Such 
interactions can facilitate the early definition of product quality requirements (Menon et 
al., 1997). 
 Rees et al. (1989) suggest that overall quality can be increased through positive 
group interactions. Increased team interaction and group cohesion should increase the 
level of output quality. This is because increased team interaction can help clarify the 
often murky product/service requirements and also identify innovative solutions for 
customer problems. In other words, teamwork enables the participation of the 
organization’s members in the effective solution of problems and is used in establishing 
commitment and co-operation (Moreno-Luzón and Valls-Pasola, 2011). Therefore, the 
implementation of QM practices is related to information exchange and open 
communication, both formal and informal (as are found with high interdepartmental 
connectedness). Accordingly, the following hypotheses are proposed: 
 
H4a: The implementation of QM practices positively influences informal social 
relations. 






































2.2. Quality management and competitive advantage 
QM practices may have positive effects on performance and competitive advantage in 
manufacturing and service firms (e.g., Prajogo, 2007; Tarí et al., 2007), including hotels 
(Dortyol et al., 2014; Koyuncu et al., 2014; Nicolau and Sellers, 2010; Rubio-Andrada 
et al., 2011). Although the literature has shown that QM practices may impact 
performance and competitive advantage, initially it was thought that quality had a cost 
and that if quality increased then costs also increased. This vision of quality has been 
changing and today it is considered that a commitment to quality improvement can 
improve differentiation and also reduce costs. Studies have shown that companies 
implementing QM experience a greater reduction in costs over sales because they 
successfully control costs (Boulter et al., 2013). Thus QM may have positive effects on 
cost reduction (Jang and Lin, 2008; Singh, 2008). QM practices also lead to cost 
reduction through eliminating scrap and rework. This is due to the fact that the 
organization can control and improve processes, reducing variation. Thus, they reduce 
the production costs. In addition, QM also has positive effects on, for example, 
improving image and product/service quality (Feng et al., 2008; Magd, 2008). Quality 
may have positive effects on both differentiation and cost leadership (Reed et al., 1996; 
Suchanek and Klapalova, 2012). 
In the context of the hotel industry, Birdir and Pearson (1998) found that QM 
practices can be a tool to promote and improve a firm’s image, both internally and 
externally. Nield and Kozak (1999) showed that benefits resulting from QM are an 
improved competitive advantage and a nation-wide reputation. Thus, the development 
of QM practices promotes customer satisfaction when they visit a hotel. This can 
improve the hotel’s image. Wang et al. (2012) find that quality management influences 





































way. Benavides-Chicón and Ortega (2014) show a direct and significant effect of 
quality on labor productivity in the hospitality sector. Benavides-Valeasco et al. (2014) 
find that quality management improves the capacity of hotels to create benefits for their 
stakeholders, and these results have a positive effect on hotel performance. 
Nevertheless, other works have indicated different results. Prajogo and Sohal 
(2006) and Prajogo (2007) found that the QM is linked with differentiation competitive 
advantage but not with cost competitive advantage. Zatzick et al. (2012) showed that 
“the relationship between QM and performance is positive for organizations with high 
cost leadership and negative for organizations with low cost leadership” (pp. 1325-
1326) and that the relationship between QM and performance is negative for 
organizations with high differentiation while it is positive for organizations with low 
differentiation. Yunis et al. (2013) found that soft QM practices are related to both cost 
leadership and differentiation competitive advantage, but hard QM practices do not have 
an impact on cost and differentiation competitive advantages. Although the results are 
inconclusive, some evidence suggests that QM practices can reduce cost by improving 
processes and can improve differentiation by improving image and service quality. 
Thus, the following hypotheses are proposed for the hotel industry: 
 
H5: QM practices positively influence differentiation competitive advantage. 
H6: QM practices positively influence cost competitive advantage. 
 
Figure 1 shows the hypothesized model. 
 







































3.1. Sample and data collection 
The population is formed by 3-, 4-, and 5-star individual hotels operating in Spain taken 
from the Hostelmarket Database of September 2011. The population consist of 4,770 
hotels. Specifically, 2,417 are 3-star hotels, 2,063 are 4-star hotels and 290 are 5-star 
hotels. A structured questionnaire was sent by post to the population with an 
introductory letter which also gave the possibility of replying through a website. The 
invitation to complete the survey instrument was addressed to two respondents, the 
hotel manager and quality manager, to minimise the potential for bias from a single 
respondent, or common method variance. First, a pretest was carried out with 13 experts 
(7 hotel managers, 4 representatives of hotel associations, 1 representative of a quality 
institute in the tourism industry, and 1 manager of a consulting firm specializing in 
quality management in hotels). Participants were asked to complete identically worded, 
multiple-item Likert-type scales for each of the research variables. Finally, 350 hotels 
filled in the questionnaire, that is, we achieved a 7.34% response rate. Regarding the 
sample, 45.1% of the respondents were 3-star hotels; 47.6% 4-star establishments and 
7.3% were 5-star hotels. The average size of the hotels was 128 rooms and 265 beds, 
and 41.6% of the establishments were chain-affiliated. 
We tested for evidence of response bias (Armstrong and Overton, 1977) in terms 
of the differences in (a) the number of rooms and beds between responding and non-
responding firms; (b) all variables in the survey between early and late responding firms 
and between online and mail responding firms. We found no evidence of any bias. We 
also tested for common method bias using Harman’s one-factor test (Podsakoff and 
Organ, 1986). According to this test, if a single factor emerges from the exploratory 





































common method bias is present (Mattila and Enz, 2002). All of the items measuring 
constructs were entered in to a common factor analysis. The results reveal an eleven-
factor structure with no single factor accounting for more than 50% of the variance. 
Therefore, the observed relationships among constructs were not mainly accounted for 




Quality management. The managers had to assess the number of practices, within a 
range of 7 points (from 1, if their establishment had never adopted a given quality 
practice, to 7, if it always used it). Four dimensions of QM were used: operational 
systems, information systems, strategic systems, and technical systems (Table I). These 
dimensions and their items are based on Curkovic et al. (2000). 
 
Table I about here 
 
Organizational design. A measurement was made of the level of specialization, 
decentralization, formalization, informal social relations and link-mechanisms in the 
hotel (Table II), based on the contributions by Jansen et al. (2006, 2009), Menon et al. 
(1997), Miller and Dröge (1986), Olson et al. (2005) using a Likert scale from 1 
(completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree). 
 






































Competitive advantage. Seven items were considered in order to measure the 
competitive advantage variable based on previous studies (Beal, 2000; Govindarajan, 
1988; Lee and Miller, 1996; Miller, 1988) (Table III). The hoteliers had to indicate, on a 
scale from 1 (they did not use such a strategy at all) to 7 (the strategy is very important 
for their establishment), their opinion concerning the cost and differentiation 
competitive advantages pursued by their organization. As can be seen in the Table III, 
the items were divided into two groups (items belonging to differentiation competitive 
advantage and cost competitive advantage respectively). 
 
Table III about here 
 
4. Analysis and results 
The hypotheses were tested using a partial least squares (PLS) approach and PLS-Graph 
Software Version 3.0 (Chin and Frye, 2003). We chose PLS because it can 
accommodate models that combine formative and reflective constructs (Chin, 1998). 
We decided to employ PLS because we consider QM to be a second order formative 
construct, that is, the variables or the systems which form this second order construct 
are treated as their cause, and not as their effect (Fornell, 1982). The items in this 
construct need not necessarily co-vary at a high level empirically; each may occur 
independently of the others, they are not conceptually interchangeable, and they need 
not have similar nomological networks (Calvo-Mora et al., 2005; Chin and Gopal, 
1995; MacKenzey et al., 2005; Podsakoff et al., 2006). For all these reasons, a 






































QM systems, constructs related to organizational design and competitive 
advantage are considered to be reflective constructs because their items are perceived as 
the effects of a construct; indicators may be interchangeable, there is a strong 
correlation among indicators, and indicators have the same antecedents and 
consequences (Gruber et al., 2010). 
 
4.1. The measurement model 
Establishing the validity of constructs which have reflective indicators requires 
techniques that are different from those required to establish the validity of constructs 
having formative indicators (Hair et al., 2014; Mackenzie et al., 2005; Podsakoff et al., 
2006). For reflective constructs, Tables I, II and III show individual item reliability (λ) 
that should be above 0.707 on their respective factors, composite reliability (ρc) (always 
above 0.7), and the average variance extracted (AVE) (always above 0.5) (Barclay et 
al., 1995). A matrix was constructed where the square root of AVE was on the diagonal, 
and the correlations between the constructs were off-diagonal (Table IV). For adequate 
discriminant validity, the diagonal elements should be greater than the off-diagonal 
elements in the corresponding rows and columns (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). This is 
the case here, and is further evidence in support of the discriminant validity of our 
constructs. 
 
Table IV about here 
 
Regarding formative constructs, it is necessary to check the multi-collinearity 
among the items, which could produce unstable estimates. A collinearity test was 





































variance inflation factor (VIF) of all items ranging between 1.08 and 4.22, below the 
common cut-off threshold of 5-10. In addition, all condition indexes of all items are 
below 30. Therefore, VIF and condition indexes did not indicate multi-collineartiy 
problems. Moreover, in the case of formative measures, instead of examining factor 
loadings, one examines factor weights. This examination is conducted using a canonical 
correlation analysis to provide information about how each indicator contributes to the 
respective construct. Table I shows the weights of the items in the second order 
formative constructs. The items that influence the explanation of QM most strongly are 
strategic and operational systems. 
4.2. The structural model 
Next, the structural model, which employs the formative construct, was assessed. A 
model using multiple indicators and multiple causes (MIMIC) was examined, together 
with the external validity of the formative construct. A MIMIC model serves to check 
the appropriateness of a set of formative indicators (Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer, 
2001). The construct in the formative version was related to that in the reflective 
version. In this test, all R
2
 were close to 1, all β were above 0.7 (p < 0.001) and the 
Stone-Geisser statistic (Q
2
) reached a minimum value of 0.50. Regarding external 
validity, the relationship between QM – measured from a reflective and from a 
formative point of view – revealed that all R
2
 between the different variables decreased 
when the formative construct was treated as though it was reflective. The path 
coefficients were also examined using a bootstrapping test with 500 subsamples (Chin, 
1998) and all path coefficients turned out to be bigger when the QM construct was 
treated as formative. This provides a justification for the assumption that the construct 







































Regarding the relationship between QM and organizational design variables, Figure 2 
shows that paths from QM to specialization, formalization, informal social relations and 
link mechanisms are positive and significant, and the path from QM to decentralization 
is negative and significant. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 is not supported, and the research 
gives support to Hypotheses1, 3, 4a and 4b. As for the analysis related to the link 
between QM and competitive advantages, Figure 2 shows that these relationships are 
positive and significant, i.e., Hypotheses 5 and 6 are supported. 
 
Figure II about here 
 
In addition, Table V shows the predictive relevance of QM (Q
2
). We examined 
Stone-Geisser’s Q
2
 value (Geisser, 1974; Stone, 1974) to evaluate the magnitude of the 
R
2
 values as a criterion of predictive accuracy. Table V shows the Q
2
 values, estimated 
by the blindfolding procedure, which represent a measure of how well the path model 
can predict the originally observed values. This measure is an indicator of the model’s 
predictive relevance and values larger than zero for a certain reflective endogenous 
latent variable indicate the path model’s predictive relevance for this particular 
construct. The Q
2
 value is obtained by using blindfolding to obtain cross-validated 
redundancy measures for each reflective endogenous construct. As a relative measure of 
predictive relevance, values of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 indicate that the exogenous 
construct has a small, medium, or large predictive relevance for a certain endogenous 
construct (Hair et al., 2014, p. 184). 
 






































Table V shows that the relationship between QM as a formative second order 
construct in this structural model is relevant to predicting formalization and 
differentiation competitive advantage. Although QM offers significant paths for the 
other variables, the predictive validity of QM is not enough to explain them. This means 
that the implementation of QM can explain an increase in the formalization of 
organizational structure and the improvement of differentiation competitive advantage 
but QM alone cannot predict the changes in the other variables. In other words, QM 
practices can increase specialization, informal social relations, link mechanisms, and 
cost competitive advantage, because a positive and significant path exists, but we 
cannot be certain that QM alone can bring about changes in these variables in the 
Spanish hotel context. We would need more variables to predict these relationships 
better.    
In order to understand which QM systems are more important in these 
relationships, Table VI shows an analysis of the relationship of each QM system with 
the organizational design variables and the competitive advantage, that is, the results of 
the structural model considering each QM system as a reflective first order construct. 
This analysis makes it possible to know exactly which QM systems significantly 
influence the other variables analyzed in this paper. Table VI shows the standardized β 
coefficients and Student’s t values taken from PLS Graph 3.0. Table VI shows that the 
positive influence of QM on specialization derives from operational and strategic 
systems, and this is also the case for informal social relations. The negative effect of 
QM on decentralization is due to the operational systems. Regarding formalization, 
three QM systems influence formalization: technical systems, strategic systems, and 





































systems. Moreover, information systems do not significantly influence any of the 
organizational design variables. That is, the use of quality information does not imply in 
principle any modification to the organizational structure of the hotel. 
 
Table VI about here 
 
Furthermore, Table VI shows how each QM system influences differentiation 
and cost competitive advantage. Differentiation competitive advantage is positively and 
significantly influenced by operational, information and strategic systems. However, 
cost competitive advantage is only positively and significantly explained by operational 
systems. It is interesting to note that technical systems do not influence any aspect of 
competitive advantage. This could be because the technical system is the minimum 
required to compete in the Spanish hotel industry. 
 
5. Discussion and conclusions 
5.1. Conclusions 
This study examines the relationship between QM and organizational design 
characteristics, and cost and differentiation competitive advantage. The findings show 
that QM practices positively influence specialization, formalization, informal social 
relations and link mechanisms. Therefore Hypotheses 1, 3, 4a and 4b are supported, 
while Hypothesis 2 is not supported. The results also indicate that QM practices have a 
positive effect on cost and differentiation competitive advantage, supporting 
Hypotheses 5 and 6. In addition, the supplementary analyses show that QM predicts the 





































Accordingly, this study has found links between QM and organizational design 
characteristics. QM practices have a positive effect on formalization. The use of formal 
rules and procedures reduces the variability in services activities and makes it possible 
to disseminate best practices and procedures across the whole organization. This means 
that QM practices allow employees to develop their tasks better and that they can be 
more expert in their jobs. This result supports previous findings (e.g., Brkic et al., 2011; 
Germain and Spears, 1999) that show that greater specialization of technical employees 
implies more knowledge and, thus, the organization is more able to deal with quality 
related problems and more proactive in seeking solutions to problems.  
Greater job specialization is complemented by greater use of link mechanisms 
and informal social relations. In this way, frequent interdepartmental connectedness 
between organizational members favors the interchange of specialized information and 
knowledge that can contribute to the resolution of tourists’ problems and complaints, or 
the generation of new ideas to improve the quality of services. Therefore, hotel 
employees both know better how to develop their tasks and feel free to exchange ideas 
and knowledge, although they are not directly involved in the decision making 
processes. In this regard, QM practices have negative effects on decentralization, and 
this contradicts the findings of some previous studies in other industries (Germain and 
Spears, 1999; Shea and Howell, 1998). Therefore, future studies are needed to clarify 
this relationship. In addition, job specialization can facilitate knowledge and skill 
development, improving the quality of service and therefore increasing tourist 
satisfaction. In this context, it may be important that each employee specializes in a part 
of the service to offer a better deal to the tourist. 
Moreover, as other researchers have recently suggested (Kim et al., 2012), not 





































results show that QM strategic and operational systems influence specialization, 
interdepartmental interactions and formalization. Similarly, the technical system has 
positive effects on formalization and link mechanisms. These findings are in accordance 
with theory and research on organizational structure. Shea and Howell (1998) suggest 
that QM practices favour an organizational structure which balances the need for control 
(i.e. formalization and centralization) with the flexibility needed to respond quickly to 
the changing market (i.e. link mechanisms and informal social relations). Similarly, 
Sutcliffe et al. (1999) argue that organizational structure can both standardize operations 
across an organization to ensure reliability (that is, more formalization and 
specialization) and at the same time keep the organization open and flexible to explore 
new ideas (for example, with the use of link mechanisms and informal social relations). 
The findings of Douglas and Judge (2001) in the hospital industry support the idea that 
QM implementation enhances the need to balance control (e.g. formalization) and 
learning and exploration (e.g. link mechanisms and informal social relations). 
In addition, this study also shows that QM practices have positive effects on 
differentiation and cost competitive advantages. This relates to those studies of the 
relationships between QM practices and cost and differentiation competitive advantage 
in other industries (Prajogo and Sohal, 2006; Zatzick et al., 2012; Yunis et al., 2013). 
The positive effect on cost competitive advantage derives from operational systems. 
This means that training for managers and employees, employee motivation, quality 
standards in services, and collaboration with intermediaries and suppliers (QM 
operational system) allow people to know how to develop their tasks better (this can 
improve efficiency, produce fewer errors) and develop processes more efficiently 





































Similarly, QM practices influence differentiation competitive advantage. This 
positive effect derives from three quality practices, that is, operational systems, 
information systems and strategic systems. When a hotel implements QM operational 
systems, it can improve the services offered (because employees receive more training). 
When hotels develop QM information systems they use quality information/data to 
analyze and improve processes and services and may even introduce innovations based 
on data impacting on quality service and image. When hotels develop strategic systems, 
they focus on tourist satisfaction and continuous improvement. All of this leads to an 
improvement in differentiation competitive advantage. Accordingly, hotels 
implementing QM can develop practices oriented toward cost efficiencies and practices 
oriented toward differentiation. 
 
5.2. Theoretical implications  
This study has theoretical implications that researchers can use in future studies. First, 
the results of this work extend pre-existing knowledge about the relationship between 
QM and the characteristics of organizational design to the particular context of the hotel 
industry. The findings also highlight the QM practices that are more closely related with 
each of the organizational design variables analyzed. Thus QM practices can promote 
certain characteristics of organizational design, because QM usually produces changes 
in the companies that implement it (such as an increase in the degree of formalization, 
specialization, or interdepartmental interactions). In this way, this paper contributes to 
the general organizational literature on hotels. 
Moreover, this study also contributes to the literature in the field of strategy 
management, showing the possibility of achieving both cost and differentiation 





































case in the hotel industry. QM practices should be viewed as a culture that can be 
created in an organization to enhance competitive advantage. Thus QM practices can be 
drivers, along with other features, of competitive advantage. Therefore, the paper 
extends our previous knowledge about these relationships to the case of hotels, and 
highlights which QM practices seem to be more related with each organizational design 




5.3. Practical implications 
When implementing QM, awareness of the changes required in organizational structure 
will help hotel managers to plan QM appropriately and implement it successfully. The 
successful implementation of these QM practices drives formalization and might lead to 
more job specialization and interdepartmental interactions. QM practices drive 
formalization because organizations implementing QM formalize processes as a way of 
knowing better how to develop tasks and reduce variability in processes. Managers 
should see formalization as a way of increasing the knowledge base of the organization. 
Managers should also ensure that a high level of specialization is not an obstacle to 
employee participation in improvement activities. In this context, QM practices 
facilitate the development of employees so that they are more expert in their tasks and 
this can facilitate the development of the knowledge and skills of employees. 
Consequently, hotel managers should think about these issues in order to ensure that 
specialization is supplemented with inter-departmental connectedness to facilitate the 
interchange of ideas and knowledge. Managers must achieve a balance between 





































Moreover, hotel managers should understand that QM practices lead to positive 
effects on competitive advantage. When they develop these practices more fully, the 
competitive advantage can be higher. For example, QM practices (e.g. training, quality 
standards in services) facilitate a better development of tasks, so that mistakes can be 
avoided and efficiency improved. This means that costs can be reduced. Similarly, QM 
practices (e.g. training, information and analysis) allow employees to develop processes 
more fully and offer a better service. These improvements make it possible to achieve 
higher levels of differentiation. 
 
5.4. Limitations and future research 
First, this paper reports a cross-sectional study and future studies could analyze these 
relationships in a longitudinal study. In this context, qualitative studies, supporting the 
current quantitative studies, could help us to understand how QM practices drive 
changes in organizational characteristics in different organizations. Second, the results 
that relate to the relationships between QM practices and decentralization do not support 
the hypothesis suggested on theoretical grounds. This suggests that further studies are 
needed to shed light on the possible effects of QM practices on decentralization. Third, 
the study examines QM in isolation from other management systems, such as 
environmental management, with which QM might interact. Future studies could 
examine the impact of QM and its organizational design changes on other management 
systems (e.g. environmental management). Fourth, although a significant relationship 
exists between QM and the other variables analysed, we would need to add more 
exogenous variables to increase the R
2
 and to predict the values of specialization, 
informal social relations, link mechanisms and cost competitive advantage. That is, 





































mechanisms and cost competitive advantage, we cannot predict that QM, on its own, 
will always produce these positive effects. Other exogenous variables could also play a 
mediating or moderating role in these relationships. Finally, this study has focused on 3-
, 4-, and 5-star individual hotels operating in Spain and future studies could be extended 
to chains, other tourism industries and even other service industries. 
 
Acknowledgement 
This work has been carried out as part of the research project ECO2009-12231 funded 
by the Science and Innovation Ministry (Plan Nacional de I+D+i). The authors are 
grateful for and acknowledge the support received. 
 
 
Biographical Details  
Dr. Jorge Pereira-Moliner (jorge.pereira@ua.es), Senior Lecturer in Business 
Management at the University of Alicante, Spain. His Ph. D. dissertation was an 
analysis of strategic groups in the hotel industry. His current research includes strategic 
management and strategic groups of the hotel industry, and quality and environmental 
management. 
 
Dr. Eva M. Pertusa-Ortega (eva.pertursa@ua.es), Senior Lecturer in Business 
Management at the University of Alicante, Spain. Her Ph. D. dissertation was an 
analysis of the relationship between organizational design and competitiveness. His 
current research includes organizational design and its relationship with environmental 






































Dr. Juan José Tarí (jj.tari@ua.es), Senior Lecturer in Business Management at the 
University of Alicante, Spain. His Ph. D. dissertation was an analysis of quality 
management. His current research includes Total Quality Management and its 
relationship with social responsibility, environmental management and organization 
design. 
 
Dr. María D. López-Gamero (md.lopez@ua.es), Senior Lecturer in Business 
Management at the University of Alicante, Spain. Her Ph. D. dissertation was an 
analysis of the relationship between environmental management and firm performance. 
Her current research includes sustainable tourism, environmental management and its 
relationship with quality management and organizational design.  
 
Dr. Jose F. Molina-Azorin (jf.molina@ua.es) is a senior lecturer at the University of 
Alicante, Spain. His research focuses on strategic management and environmental 
management, specifically the determinants of firm performance, the competitive effects 
of environmental management and the relationship between competitive strategy and 




Aghasizadeh, Z., Aghdassi, M. and Ostadi, B. (2012), “The impact of implementing 
total quality management on organisational structure”, International Journal of 





































Alonso-Almeida, M.M., Rodríguez-Antón, J.M. and Rubio-Andrada L. (2012), 
“Reasons for implementing certified quality systems and impact on performance: 
an analyses of the hotel industry”, The Service Industries Journal, Vol. 32, pp. 919-
936. 
Armstrong, S. and Overton, Z. (1977), “Estimating nonresponse bias in mail surveys”, 
Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 14, pp. 396–402. 
Barclay, D., Higgins, C. and Thompson, R. (1995), “The partial least squares (PLS) 
approach to causal modelling: personal computer adoption and use as an 
illustration”, Technology Studies, Vol. 2, pp. 285-309.   
Beal, R.M. (2000), “Competing effectively: environmental scanning, competitive 
strategy, and organizational performance in small manufacturing firms”, Journal of 
Small Business Management, Vol. 38,pp. 27-47.  
Benavides-Chicón, C.G. and Ortega, B. (2014), “The impact of quality management on 
productivity in the hospitality sector”, International Journal of Hospitality 
Management, Vol. 42, pp. 165-173. 
Benavides-Velasco, C.A., Quintana-García, C. and Marchante-Lara, M. (2014), “Total 
quality management, corporate social responsibility and performance in the hotel 
industry”, International Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 41, pp. 77-87. 
Birdir, K. and Pearson, T.E. (1998), “Hospitality certification: experiences in North 
America – international implications”, International Journal of Contemporary 
Hospitality Management, Vol. 10, pp. 116-21. 
Boulter, L., Bendell, T. and Dahlgaard, J. (2013), “Total quality beyond North America. 
A comparative analysis of the performance of European Excellence Award 






































Brkic, V.K.S., Klarin, M.M., Brkic, A. Dj., Lucanin, V.J. and Milanovic, D.D. (2011), 
“Simultaneous consideration of contingency factors and quality management: an 
empirical study of Serbian companies”, African Journal of Business Management, 
Vol. 5, pp. 866-883. 
Calvo-Mora, A., Leal, A. and Roldán, J.L. (2005), “Relationship between the EFQM 
model criteria: a study in Spanish universities”, Total Quality Management & 
Business Excellence, Vol. 16, pp. 741-770. 
Chin, W.W. (1998), “The partial least squares approach to structural equation 
modelling”, in Marcoulides, G.A. (Ed.), Modern Methods for Business Research, 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Mahwah, NJ. 
Chin, W.W. and Frye, T. (2003), PLS-Graph. Version 3.00 (Build 1017), University of 
Houston. 
Chin, W.W. and Gopal, A. (1995), Adoption intention in GSS: relative importance of 
beliefs, Data Base 26 (2/3), 42-64. 
Clemmer, J. (1992), Charting the Journey to Higher Service/Quality, Zenger-Miller, 
San Jose, CA. 
Curkovic, S., Melnyk, S.A., Handfield, R.B. andCalantone, R.J. (2000), “Investigating 
the linkage between total quality management and environmentally responsible 
manufacturing”, IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management, Vol. 47, pp. 
444–464. 
Dean, J.W. and Bowen, D.E. (1994), “Management theory and total quality: improving 
research and practice through theory development”, Academy of Management 





































Diamantopoulos, A. and Winklhofer, H. (2001), “Index construction with formative 
indicator. An alternative to scale development”, International Marketing Review, 
Vol. 37, pp. 269-277. 
Dortyol, I.T., Varinli, I. and Kitapci, O. (2014), “How do international tourists perceive 
hotel quality? An exploratory study of service quality in Antalya tourism region”, 
International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, Vol. 26, pp. 470-
495. 
Douglas, T.J. and Judge, W.Q. (2001), “Total quality management implementation and 
competitive advantage: the role of structural control and exploration”, Academy of 
Management Journal, Vol. 44, pp. 158-169. 
Evans, J.R. (2011), Quality and performance excellence. Management, organization 
and strategy, 6
th
 ed., Cengage learning, South-Western. 
Feng, M., Terziovski, M. and Samson, D. (2008), “Relationship of ISO 9001:2000 
quality system certification with operational and business performance. A survey in 
Australia and New Zealand-based manufacturing and service companies”, Journal 
of Manufacturing Technology Management, Vol. 19, pp. 22-37. 
Flynn, B.B., Schroeder, R.G. and Sakakibara, S. (1994), “A framework for quality 
management research and associated measurement instrument”, Journal of 
Operations Management, Vol. 11, pp. 339-366. 
Fornell, C. (1982), “A second generation of multivariate analysis: an overview”, in 
Fornell, C. (Ed.), A Second Generation Multivariate Analysis, Praeger Publishers, 
New York, Vol. 1. pp. 1-21. 
Fornell, C. and Larcker, D.F. (1981), “Evaluating structural equation models in 
unobservable variables and measurement error”, Journal of Marketing Research, 





































Geisser, S. (1974), “A predictive approach to the random effects model”, Biometrika, 
Vol. 61, pp. 101-107. 
Germain, R. and Spears, N. (1999), “Quality management and its relationship with 
organizational context and design”, International Journal of Quality and Reliability 
Management, Vol. 16, pp. 371-392. 
Govindarajan, V. (1988), “A contingency approach to strategy implementation at the 
business-unit level: integrating administrative mechanisms with strategy”, 
Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 31, pp. 828-853.  
Gruber, M., Heinemann, F., Brettel, M. and Hungeling, S. (2010), “Configurations of 
resources and capabilities and their performance implications: an exploratory study 
on technology ventures”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 31, pp. 1337-1356.7 
Hair, J.F. Jr., Hult, G.T.M., Ringle, C.M. and Sarstedt, M. (2014), A Primer on Partial 
Least Squares Structural Equaition Modeling (PLS-SEM), SAGE, United Strates of 
America. 
Jabnoun, N. (2005), “Organizational structure for customer-oriented TQM: an empirical 
investigation”, The TQM Magazine, Vol. 17, pp. 226-236. 
Jang, W-Y. and Lin, C-I. (2008), “An integrated framework for ISO 9000 motivation, 
depth of ISO 9000 implementation and firm performance. The case of Taiwan”, 
Journal of Manufacturing Technology Management, Vol. 19, pp. 194-216. 
Jansen, J., Tempelaar, M., Van Den Bosch, F. and Volberda, H. (2009), “Structural 
differentiation and ambidexterity: the mediating role of integration mechanisms”, 





































Jansen, J.J.P., Van Den Bosch, F.A.J. and Volberda, H.W. (2006), “Exploration 
innovation, exploitative innovation, and performance: effects of organizational 
antecedents and environmental moderators”, Management Science, Vol. 52, pp. 
1661-1674. 
Khandwalla, P.N. (1977), Design of Organizations, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, New 
York. 
Kim, D.Y, Kumar, V. and Kumar, U. (2012), “Relationship between quality 
management practices and innovation”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 
30, pp. 295-315. 
Kohli, A.K. and Jaworski, B.J. (1990), “Market orientation: the construct, research 
propositions, and managerial implications”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 54, pp. 1-
18. 
Koyuncu, M., Burk, R.J., Asthakova, M., Eren, D. and Cetin, H. (2014), “Servant 
leadership and perceptions of service quality provided by front-line service workers 
in hotels in Turkey: achieving competitive advantage”, International Journal of 
Contemporary Hospitality Management, Vol. 26, in press. 
Lee, J. and Miller, D. (1996), “Strategy, environment and performance in two 
technological contexts: contingency theory in Korea”, Organization Studies, Vol. 
17, pp. 729-750. 
Lee, P.K.C., To, W.M. and Yu, B.T.W. (2009), “The implementation and performance 
outcomes of ISO 9000 in service organizations: an empirical taxonomy”, 






































MacKenzie, S.B., Podsakoff, P.M. and Jarvis, C.B. (2005), “The problem of 
measurement model misspecification in behavioral and organizational research and 
some recommended solutions”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 90, pp. 710-
730. 
Magd, H.A.E. (2008), “ISO 9001:2000 in the Egyptian manufacturing sector: 
perceptions and perspectives”, International Journal of Quality & Reliability 
Management, Vol. 25, pp. 173-200. 
Mann, R. and Kehoe, D. (1995), “Factors affecting the implementation and success of 
TQM”, International Journal of Quality& Reliability Management, Vol. 12, pp. 
11-23. 
Mattila, A.S. and Enz, C.A. (2002), “The role of emotions in service encounters”, 
Journal of Service Research, Vol. 4, pp. 268-277. 
Menon, A., Jaworski, B.J. and Coolí, A.K. (1997), “Product quality: impact of 
interdepartmental interactions”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 
25, pp. 187-200. 
Miller, D. (1988), “Relating Porter’s business strategies to environment and structure: 
Analysis and performance implications”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 
31, pp. 280-308. 
Miller, D. and Dröge, C. (1986), “Psychological and traditional determinants of 
structure”, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 31, pp. 539-560. 
Moreno-Luzón, M.D. and Peris, F.J. (1998), “Strategic approaches, organizational 
design and quality Management. Integration in a fit and contingency model”, 





































Moreno-Luzón, M.D. and Valls-Pasola, J. (2011), “Ambidexterity and total quality 
Management: towards a research agenda”, Management Decision, Vol. 49, pp. 
927-947. 
Nicolau, J.L. and Sellers, R. (2010), “The quality of quality awards: diminishing 
information asymmetries in a hotel chain”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 63, 
pp. 832-839. 
Nield, K. and Kozak, M. (1999), “Quality certification in the hospitality industry: 
analyzing the benefits of ISO 9000”, Cornell Hotel and Restaurant Administration 
Quarterly, Vol. 40, pp. 40-45. 
Olson, E., Slater, S. and Hult, G. (2005), “The importance of structure and process to 
strategy implementation”, Business Horizons, Vol. 48, pp. 47-54. 
Phan, A.C., Abdallah, A.B. and Matsui, Y. (2011), “Quality management practices and 
competitive performance: empirical evidence from Japanese manufacturing 
companies”, International Journal of Production Economics, Vol. 133, pp. 518-
529. 
Podsakoff, M.P., Shen, W. and Podsakoff, P.M. (2006), “The role of formative 
measurement models in strategic management research: review, critique, and 
implications for future research”, Research Methodology in Strategy and 
Management, Vol. 3, pp. 197-252. 
Podsakoff, P.M. and Organ D.W. (1986), “Self-reports in organizational research: 
problems and prospects”, Journal of Management, Vol. 12, pp. 531-544. 
Prajogo, D.I. (2007), “The relationship between competitive strategies and product 





































Prajogo, D.I. and Sohal, A.S. (2006), “The relationship between organization strategy, 
total quality management (TQM), and organization performance ─the mediating 
role of TQM”, European Journal of Operational Research, Vol. 168, pp. 35-50. 
Reed, R., Lemak, D.J. and Montgomery, J.C. (1996), “Beyond process: TQM content 
and firm performance”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 21, pp. 173-202. 
Rees, T., Harris, R. and Lit, H. (1989), “Work teams that work”, Manufacturing 
systems, Vol. 7, pp. 42-45. 
Robbins, S.P. (1990), Organization Theory: Structure, Design, and Applications, 3th 
ed., Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey. 
Rubio-Andrada, L., Alonso-Almeida, M.M. and Rodríguez-Antón, J. (2011), 
“Motivations and impacts in the firm and stakeholders of quality certification: 
evidence from small- and medium-sized service enterprises”, Total Quality 
Management and Business Excellence, Vol. 22, pp. 833-852. 
Singh, P.J. (2008), “Empirical assessment of ISO 9000 related management practices 
and performance relationships”, International Journal of Production Economics, 
Vol. 113, pp. 40-59. 
Shea, C.M. and Howell, J.M. (1998), “Organizational antecedents to the successful 
implementation of total quality management: a social cognitive perspective”, 
Journal of Quality Management, Vol. 3, pp. 3-24. 
Stone, M. (1974), “Cross-validatory choice and assessment of statistical predictions”, 
Journal of the royal Statistical Society, Vol. 36, pp. 111-147. 
Suchanek, P. and Klapalova, A. (2012), “Quality as a factor of corporate 





































Sutcliffe, K., Sitkin, S. and Browning, L. (1999), “Tailoring process management to 
situation requirements”, in Cole, R. and Scott, W. (Eds.), The quality movement 
and organization theory, Sage, Thousand Oaks, pp. 315-330. 
Tarí, J.J., Molina, J.F. and Castejón, J.L. (2007), “The relationship between quality 
management practices and their effects on quality outcomes”, European Journal of 
Operational Research, Vol. 183, pp. 483-501. 
Tata, J. and Prasad, S. (1998), “Cultural and structural constraints on TQM 
implementation”, Total Quality Management, Vol. 9, pp. 45-52. 
UNWTO (2014), “Tourism Highlights”. 2014 Edition, available at: 
http://dtxtq4w60xqpw.cloudfront.net/sites/all/files/pdf/unwto_highlights14_en.pdf 
(accessed 23 October 2014). 
Wang, C.-H., Chen, K.-Y. and Chen, S.-C. (2012), “Total quality management, market 
orientation and hotel performance: The moderating effects of external 
environmental factors”, International Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 31, 
pp. 119-129. 
Wilkins, H., Merrilees, B. and Herington, C. (2007), “Towards an understanding of total 
service quality hotels”, International Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 26, 
pp. 840-853. 
Yunis, M., Jung, J. and Chen, S. (2013), “TQM, strategy, and performance: a firm-level 
analysis”, International Journal of Quality & Reliability Management, Vol. 30, pp. 
690-714. 
Zatzick, C.D., Moliterno, T.P. and Fang, T. (2012), “Strategic (mis)fit: the 
implementation of TQM in manufacturing organizations”, Strategic Management 





































Table I: Measurement model assessment (quality management) 










QUALITY MANAGEMENT (second order, formative)   n.a. n.a. 
Operational systems (reflective) 0.313  0.887 0.568 
1. Quality training courses are offered for all hotel managers and 
area managers 
0.1959 0.7441   
2. Quality training is offered to all employees 0.2029 0.7319   
3. Employee motivation is encouraged 0.2261 0.7556   
4. Quality issues are considered when the services are offered 0.2473 0.7717   
5. The firm collaborates with intermediaries in order to improve 
the product offered in the establishment  
0.2182 0.7294   
6. The firm collaborates with suppliers in order to improve the 
product offered in the establishment 
0.2376 0.7867   
 








1. Quality information / data is used in day to day in different 
areas 
0.2956 0.8944   
2. Quality information / data is available for all employees  0.2650 0.8662   
3. Quality information / data is used to improve the quality of 
the service  
0.3034 0.8961   
4. Financial and operational indicators are used to measure 
quality effects 
0.2914 0.8073   
 








1. Quality policy is formally communicated to all employees  0.2258 0.8280   
2. Quality is highlighted by a well defined set of policies and 
procedures 
0.2582 0.8642   
3. Required resources are provided to improve quality service  0.2471 0.8460   
4. The needs of customers are used to improve the quality 0.2450 0.8439   
5. Complaints and suggestions from customers are evaluated to 
improve the service quality 
0.2205 0.7919   
 








1. Internal audits are performed 0.2890 0.7631   
2. Satisfaction surveys are conducted 0.2664 0.8270   
3. Complaints and suggestions system is employed  0.3039 0.8489   
4. A system of quality indicators is used for continuous 
improvement  






































Table II: Measurement model assessment (organizational design) 










Specialization (reflective)   0.846 0.733 
1. Most of the employees are specialized, because they carry 
out a limited number of tasks 
0.5162 0.8229   








1. Few actions are implemented without a supervisor approving 
of the decision (inverted) 
0.5993 0.7895   
2. Even issues of little significance need consultation with a 
supervisor for a final decisions to be made (inverted) 
0.2949 0.7859   
3. Employees must ask their supervisors before doing anything 
(inverted) 








1. For any situation that may arise, there are written procedures 
available in order to deal with the matter 
0.2607 0.8730   
2. Rules and procedures play central role in the organization 0.2667 0.8717   
3. Employees’ work is registered in forms 0.1962 0.7685   
4. There are periodic checks on whether employees comply 
with rules and procedures 
0.2387 0.8118   
5. There are job descriptions written for all positions 0.2631 0.7514   
 






1. It is easy to speak with any person, independently of his/her 
position 
0.3481 0.7703   
2. Usually informal discussions arise between employees from 
different areas 
0.2957 0.7779   
3. Employees from different areas can be called freely when 
they are needed 
0.3515 0.8463   
4. Employees of an area are always available to those in other 
areas 
0.2989 0.6906   
 






1. Inter departmental groups to allow different areas to engage 
in joint decision making 
0.4355 0.8530   
2. Temporary workgroups that facilitate the collaboration 
between areas in a specific project 
0.3895 0.8696   
3. Liaison personnel whose specific job is to coordinate the 
tasks of different areas 






































Table III: Measurement model assessment (competitive advantage) 

















1. Creation of a brand image identifying the firm 0.2386 0.7443   
2. Quality service offered is better than that offered by competitors 0.3262 0.8490   
3. A greater number of supplementary services is offered adding 
value for customers 
0.3157 0.8542   
4. Important innovations are made in the service 0.3211 0.8598   
 






1. General costs are minimized 0.4029 0.8577   
2. An attempt is made to improve productivity 0.4954 0.9066   
3. Efforts are made to reach scale economies, i.e., high occupancy 
rates in order to get the maximum performance from the hotel size 







































Table IV: External validity of the measurement model 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. Quality 
management 
(0.793) --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
2. Specialization 0.461 (0.733)  --- --- --- --- --- 
3. Decentralization -0.177 -0.205 (0.612) --- --- --- --- --- 
4. Formalization 0.669 0.464 -0.212 (0.667) --- --- --- --- 
5. Informal social 
relations 
0.417 0.321 -0.071 0.323 (0.598) --- --- --- 




0.600 0.378 -0.127 0.402 0.349 0.384 (0.686) --- 
8. Cost competitive 
advantage 
0.463 0.310 -0.228 0.380 0.284 0.410 0.563 (0.695) 











































Predictive Relevance Level of Predictive 
Relevance 
Specialization -0.015 No --- 
Decentralization -0.403 No --- 
Formalization 0.226 Yes Medium 
Informal social relations -0.107 No --- 
Link mechanisms -0.03 No --- 
Differentiation competitive advantage  0.133 Yes Small 
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